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Geschichte der Hebr&er. Von E. KITTEII. Erster Halbbd.: Quellenkunde
und Geschichte bis zum Tode Josuas. 8vo. (Gotha : Perthes. 1888.)

THIS is the first instalment of one of the useful ' Handbooks of Ancient
History' which are being brought out by Perthes of Gotha, and, in accord-
ance with the plan of the series, gives special prominence to all questions
relating to the sources of the history. For the period closing with the-
death of Joshua, which is all that the present half-volume overtakes, the
sources are mainly comprised in the Pentateuch and the book of Joshua,
and the use to be made of them for historical purposes depends on the
solution of a complex critical problem which for many years has
absorbed the chief energies of continental Hebraists and given rise to very
warm discussion. It is not therefore surprising that the ' Quellenkunde**
fills the best part of the book, while the narrative in which the author
embodies his historical conclusions reduces itself to a somewhat slender
thread. The standpoint is that of a moderate conservatism—not the con-
servatism of a few years ago, when the Grafian hypothesis was treated
as a mere critical heresy, but that represented by the latest writings of
Dilknann, in whioh notable concessions are made to the modern school
of Kuenen and Wellhausen, though the post-exile origin of the priestly
parts of the Hexateuch is still denied. Kittel's agreement with Dillmann
is so close that the book may on the whole be regarded as the historical
complement—laboriously, and, in general, lucidly worked out—of the
Berlin professor's commentary on the Pentateuch and Joshua, and from
this point of view it has an interest which could hardly be claimed for it
on the ground of literary ability or fresh historical insight. Many persona
who are unable to follow in detail the critical discussion of the text of the
Hexateuch will be glad to compare the picture of Israel's historical develop-
ment which Wellhausen has sketched on the basis of the Grafian hypo-
thesiswith another picture resting on amore conservative criticism, and th&
comparison will afford a good idea of the extent to which critics of different
schools have come together of late years in their views of some of the most
important questions of Hebrew history. On all merely literary questions,
especially on what is known as the ' separation of the original sources,'
there is now a great measure of agreement among scholars ; the Jahvist,
the Elohist, the Deuteronomist, and the priestly narrator are terms
denoting strata of the Pentateuch as definitely marked off, and as generally
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recognised, as the strata of geology. The order of the strata is not matter
of such complete agreement, but it is no longer denied that the priestly
narrative is of later date than the Elohist and the Jahvist and of inferior
historical value. The questions of the precise age of each stratum and
especially the great crucial question whether the priestly elements in the
Pentateuch date from the times before or after the captivity, continue to
be matter of lively controversy ; but the period of history which is most
affected by this controversy is not that which the Hexateuoh recounts,
but that in which the disputed documents were written. The date of the
priestly document, for example, is a question of the first importance for
the history of the work of Ezra, but no answer that can now be con-
sidered possible will greatly affect our view of the work of Moses.

Some readers may be surprised to find that for the history of the
patriarchs, of Moses, and of Joshua, the conservative criticism of Kittel
does not, after all, conserve very much that Wellhausen throws over. For
this whole period the priestly narrative when it stands alone is practically
ignored, and save that Genesis xiv.—an isolated and peculiar passage—
is accepted as containing an ancient and valuable record confirmed by the
cuneiform monuments, the authentic tradition of the beginnings of Israel's
history is sought in the Elohistio and Jahvistic documents, or rather in
the features in which these two narratives support one another. This
indeed is due quite as much to the influence of Noldeke's' Untersuchungen'
{Kiel, 1869) as to the labours of the Grafians.

The most difficult problem in Pentateuch criticism is one which has
nothing to do with the date and authority of the priestly record, viz. the
disentangling of the traditions about the visit to Sinai and the revelation
there. Kittel accepts the decalogue as Mosaic, and connects it with
Mount Sinai, but makes no attempt to fill in the details of this important
passage in the history. This leaves the work of Moses sufficiently vague,
and as it is oertain that the oldest tradition represents Moses not merely
as a prophet but as the founder of civil order in Israel, it is somewhat
surprising that our author has failed to recognise the importance, so well
indicated by Wellhausen, of the very ancient account of Moses's work as a
judge preserved to us in Exodus xviii. The decalogue is not a civil code,
but a body of religious and moral precepts, and it is impossible to base
any intelligible estimate of the work of Moses on it alone. It may even
be said that for the historian the date of the decalogue is a matter of very
minor importance. Yet this is the chief point in the early history on
which the more conservative critical party now differs from the less ex-
treme men of the advanced school. It is satisfactory to think that the
acrimonious battles of recent criticism have not left things as they were,
but that the moderate men on the two aides are muoh nearer one another
than they were a few years ago. Of course those who reject the critical
method altogether still remain irreconcilable, and on the other hand the
Grafian hypothesis has been taken up by hot heads who have made it
ridiculous by advancing from it to views entirely destitute of historical
sobriety; but the future of research is not in the hand of either of these
extreme factions. W. EOBBBTSON SMITH.
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